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1

ANONYMOUS
PAGE 1 OF 1

I’m a native of Colorado.  I’ve lived up in the mountains
above north Boulder my whole life.  I’ve been around Rocky
Flats and I realize that this stuff needs to be placed
somewhere.  I just don’t believe bringing it all the way to the
Carolinas through Georgia is the answer.  I think that there’s
plenty of places within this state to stash the stuff safely
indeed.  And that’s my, that’s my urge and my hope that it
will keep it within the state.  Transferring this stuff really
bothers me and annoys me.  I think it’s dangerous to put it
on the road.  I think we should keep it within the state.  It
was produced within the state, let’s just keep it here.

PD061–1 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the movement of
fissile materials from RFETS to SRS.  DOE made, and is honoring, a
long-standing commitment to get all plutonium out of RFETS and to expedite
closure of the site.
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MD238–1 Nonproliferation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach to
surplus plutonium disposition based on concerns regarding nuclear
proliferation.  The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to
reduce the threat of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting
disposition of surplus plutonium in the United States in an environmentally
safe and timely manner.  Converting the surplus plutonium into MOX fuel
and using it in domestic, commercial reactors is an effective way to accomplish
this.  Consistent with the U.S. policy of discouraging the civilian use of
plutonium, a MOX facility would be built and operated subject to the following
strict conditions: construction would take place at a secure DOE site, it
would be owned by the U.S. Government, operations would be limited
exclusively to the disposition of surplus plutonium, and the MOX facility
would be shut down at the completion of the surplus plutonium disposition
program.  For reactor irradiation, the NRC license would authorize only the
participating reactors to use MOX fuel fabricated from surplus plutonium,
and the irradiation would be a once-through cycle with no reprocessing.

Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the
United States important insurance against potential disadvantages of
implementing either approach by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides
the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement
similar options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it
sends the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to
reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner
that would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear weapons
again.  Decisions on the surplus plutonium disposition program will be based
on environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy and
nonproliferation considerations, and public input.

MD238–2 Transportation

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concerns regarding transportation.  DOE
would follow all applicable DOE orders and NRC and DOT regulations.
Transportation of special nuclear materials, including fresh MOX fuel, would
use DOE’s SST/SGT system.  Since the establishment of the DOE
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Transportation Safeguards Division in 1975, the SST/SGT system has
transported DOE-owned cargo over more than 151 million km (94 million mi)
with no accidents causing a fatality or release of radioactive material.  The
transportation requirements for the surplus plutonium disposition program
are also evaluated in this SPD EIS.

MD238–3 Alternatives

Implementation of Alternative 11 or 12, each of which involves immobilization
of all the surplus plutonium, would require approximately the same amount of
transportation, with the possible exception of transportation of the final form
to the potential geologic repository.  Since the location of the potential geologic
repository has not yet been determined, the distance from the candidate sites
to the potential location at Yucca Mountain, Nevada, was used for the
analysis.  As indicated in Section 1.6, DOE’s preferred alternative is the hybrid
approach, not continued storage of the surplus plutonium as described as
the No Action Alternative or the immobilization-only approach described as
Alternatives 11 and 12.  As indicated in Section 2.5, the No Action Alternative
would not satisfy the purpose of and need for the proposed action because
DOE’s disposition decisions reflected in the Storage and Disposition PEIS
ROD would not be implemented.

MD238–4 DOE Policy

DOE considers the existence of surplus plutonium a potential danger.  DOE is
implementing the President’s nonproliferation policy by converting surplus
plutonium in an environmentally safe and timely manner, to forms that cannot
be reused in weapons again without significant risks, time, and money.

MD238–5 Environmental Justice

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the density of poor
minorities in the vicinity of SRS.  As shown in Chapter 4 of Volume I,
implementation of the alternatives for disposition of surplus plutonium at
SRS would pose no significant risk to public health regardless of the minority
and economic status of individuals in the population.  This chapter also
includes a separate and specific analysis of the potential impacts on minority
or low-income populations.  Appendix M describes the process that was
used to obtain these impacts.

HATFIELD , SCOTT
PAGE 2 OF 4
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MD238–6 Alternatives

Because the implementation of multiple immobilization facilities would be
very costly and time-consuming, no such alternative was considered for this
SPD EIS.  With only 50 t (55 tons) of surplus plutonium to disposition, it
would not be practical to construct and operate more than one immobilization
facility, even if the decision were made to immobilize all the surplus plutonium.
While DOE prefers to minimize the transportation of plutonium that is still
desirable for weapons use, plutonium is routinely and safely transported in
the United States.  As described in Appendix L.3.3, transportation of nuclear
materials would be performed in accordance with all applicable DOT and
NRC transportation requirements.  Interstate highways would be used, and
population centers avoided, to the extent possible.

All shipments of surplus plutonium that had not been converted to a
proliferation-resistant form would use DOE’s SST/SGT system.  The
transportation analysis results are presented for each alternative in Chapter 4
of Volume I and detailed in Appendix L.  As indicated in Section 2.18, no
traffic fatalities from nonradiological accidents or LCFs from radiological
exposures or vehicle emissions would be expected.  Therefore, there is no
transportation concern that would warrant the construction and operation of
multiple immobilization facilities.

HATFIELD , SCOTT
PAGE 3 OF 4
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HATFIELD , SCOTT
PAGE 4 OF 4

7

MD238–7 DOE Policy

Use of MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors is not proposed in order to
subsidize the commercial nuclear power industry.  Rather, the purpose of this
proposed action is to safely and securely disposition surplus plutonium by
meeting the Spent Fuel Standard.  The Spent Fuel Standard, as identified by
NAS and modified by DOE, is to make the surplus weapons-usable plutonium
as inaccessible and unattractive for weapons use as the much larger and
growing quantity of plutonium that exists in spent nuclear fuel from commercial
power reactors.  U.S. policy dating back to the Ford Administration has
prohibited the commercial, chemical reprocessing and separation of plutonium
from spent nuclear fuel.  The use of U.S. surplus plutonium in existing domestic,
commercial reactors does not involve reprocessing (reprocessing is a chemical
separation of uranium, transuranic elements [including plutonium], and fission
products from spent reactor fuel and the reuse of the plutonium and uranium
to produce new fresh fuel).  Section 4.28 discusses the potential environmental
impacts of operating the reactors that would use the MOX fuel.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD238–1.
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LOCKHART , WADE
PAGE 1 OF 1

PD049

1

Hi, my name is Wade Lockhart and my phone number is
(303) 473-9986.  I’m calling to express my opinion and to
discourage you from using mixed oxide fuel in nuclear
reactors for numerous reasons.  I’d like to encourage you
once again not to use MOX in nuclear reactors.  It doesn’t
make any sense.  It doesn’t really eliminate any of the
plutonium.  It’s quote, Westinghouse has quoted as saying
that only one percent less than the amount of plutonium
that goes into it comes out of the reactor.  So this no way to
get rid of our nuclear stockpile plutonium.  My opinion is
the best way to deal with this plutonium is to monitor it and
perhaps do more research on vitrification or ways of storing
it, but not to put it into nuclear reactors.  All we are asking
for there is just to enhance the, the waste problem that we
already have and we haven’t dealt with.  And so I
encourage you to not use mixed oxide or produce mixed
oxide fuel for commercial nuclear reactors.  Thank you.

PD049–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to the MOX approach.  The
goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the threat of
nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting disposition of surplus
plutonium in the United States in an environmentally safe and timely manner.
As described in Sections 2.18.3 and 4.28.2.8, additional spent fuel would be
produced by using MOX fuel instead of LEU fuel in domestic, commercial
reactors.  Spent fuel management at the proposed reactor sites is not expected
to change dramatically due to the substitution of MOX assemblies for some
of the LEU assemblies.  Likewise, the additional spent fuel would be a very
small fraction of the total that would be managed at the potential
geologic repository.

Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel fabrication provides the
United States important insurance against potential disadvantages of
implementing either approach by itself.  The hybrid approach also provides
the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working with Russia to implement
similar options for reducing Russia’s excess plutonium in parallel.  Further, it
sends the strongest possible signal to the world of U.S. determination to
reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as quickly as possible and in a manner
that would make it technically difficult to use the plutonium in nuclear
weapons again.
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FD323

ROCKY  MOUNTAIN  PEACE AND JUSTICE CENTER
L EROY MOORE ET AL .
PAGE 1 OF 4
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FD323–1 General SPD EIS and NEPA Process

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ views.  DOE has prepared this SPD EIS
in accordance with the provisions of NEPA (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and the
related CEQ and DOE implementation regulations (40 CFR 1500 through 1508
and 10 CFR 1021, respectively).

FD323–2 Purpose and Need

DOE acknowledges the commentors’ concern about the preferred alternatives
and the hybrid approach.  Pursuing both immobilization and MOX fuel
fabrication provides the United States important insurance against potential
disadvantages of implementing either approach by itself.  The hybrid
approach also provides the best opportunity for U.S. leadership in working
with Russia to implement similar options for reducing Russia’s excess
plutonium in parallel.  Further, it sends the strongest possible signal to the
world of U.S. determination to reduce stockpiles of surplus plutonium as
quickly as possible and in a manner that would make it technically difficult to
use the plutonium in nuclear weapons again.  Decisions on the surplus
plutonium disposition program will be based on environmental analyses,
technical and cost reports, national policy and nonproliferation
considerations, and public input.

FD323–3 Cost

Although cost will be a factor in the decisionmaking process, this SPD EIS
contains environmental impact data and does not address the costs
associated with the various alternatives.  A separate cost report, Cost Analysis
in Support of Site Selection for Surplus Weapons-Usable Plutonium
Disposition (DOE/MD-0009, July 1998), that analyses the site-specific cost
estimates for each alternative was made available around the same time as the
SPD Draft EIS.  This report and the Plutonium Disposition Life-Cycle Costs
and Cost-Related Comment Resolution Document (DOE/MD-0013,
November 1999), which covers recent life-cycle cost analyses associated
with the preferred alternative, are available on the MD Web site at
http://www.doe-md.com and in the public reading rooms at the following
locations: Hanford, INEEL, Pantex, SRS, and Washington, D.C.
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The SPD Final EIS was not issued until the proposed reactors had been
identified and the public had an opportunity to comment on the reactor-
specific information.  As part of the procurement process, bidders were asked
to provide environmental information to support their proposals.  This
information was analyzed in an Environmental Critique prepared for the DOE
source selection board prior to award of the MOX fuel fabrication and
irradiation services contract.  DOE then prepared an Environmental Synopsis
on the basis of the Environmental Critique, which was released to the public
as Appendix P of the Supplement to the SPD Draft EIS in April 1999.  This
Supplement included a description of the affected environment around the
three proposed reactor sites, and analyses of the potential environmental
impacts of operating these reactors using MOX fuel (Sections 3.7 and 4.28 of
this SPD EIS, respectively).  During the 45-day period for public comment on
the Supplement, DOE held a public hearing in Washington, D.C., on
June 15, 1999, and invited comments.  Responses to those comments are
provided in Volume III, Chapter 4.

FD323–4 Alternatives

DOE reviewed the chemical and isotopic composition of the surplus plutonium
and determined in the Storage and Disposition PEIS ROD that about 8 t
(9 tons) of surplus plutonium were not suitable for use in making MOX fuel.
Furthermore, DOE has identified an additional 9 t (10 tons) for a total of 17 t
(19 tons) that have such a variety of chemical and isotopic compositions that
it is more reasonable to immobilize these materials and avert the processing
complexity that would be added if these materials were made into MOX fuel.
The criteria used in this identification included the level of impurities,
processing requirements, and the ability to meet the MOX fuel specifications.
If at any time it were determined that any of the 33 t (36 tons) currently
proposed for MOX fuel fabrication was unsuitable, that portion would be
sent to the immobilization facility.  The addition of this material would not
require the immobilization facility to operate longer because it is being designed
to handle a throughput of up to 50 t (55 tons) over a 10-year period.  Likewise,
the MOX facility is being designed to handle up to 33 t (36 tons) of surplus
plutonium but would have the flexibility to operate at a lower throughput.

ROCKY  MOUNTAIN  PEACE AND JUSTICE CENTER
L EROY MOORE ET AL .
PAGE 2 OF 4
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ROCKY  MOUNTAIN  PEACE AND JUSTICE CENTER
L EROY MOORE ET AL .
PAGE 3 OF 4
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FD323–5 Purpose and Need

During the first week of September 1998, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin held
a Moscow summit and signed a statement of principles with the intention of
removing approximately 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from each country’s
stockpile.  This document was added to Appendix A of Volume II.

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern that the amount of surplus
weapons-usable plutonium may change in the future.  The design of the
facilities could remain the same, but additional amounts could affect the
schedule of surplus plutonium disposition.  If the amount increased, DOE
would comply with NEPA requirements and conduct further analyses.

FD323–6 Purpose and Need

The advantages of DOE’s hybrid approach are described in response
FD323–2.

FD323–7 Alternatives

As described in Chapter 2 of Volume I, all of the surplus plutonium disposition
alternatives include immobilization of some or all of the surplus plutonium at
either Hanford or SRS.  Although DOE’s preferred alternative is to locate the
immobilization facility at SRS, Chapter 4 of Volume I analyzes the site-specific
impacts associated with construction and operation of the immobilization
facility at both Hanford and SRS.

FD323–8 MOX RFP

This comment is addressed in the public comment opportunity portion of
response FD323–3.

FD323–9 Alternatives

Regarding portable, small-scale immobilization at plutonium storage sites,
development work to date on the conversion, blending, and immobilization
of these feed materials calls for a centralized plant to produce a durable,
standardized product in a cost-effective manner.  In addition, the NWPA
qualification of the immobilized forms for disposal in a potential geologic
repository could be affected if current plans for producing uniform products
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were replaced with forms that varied significantly from site to site.  In addition,
deploying a new plutonium immobilization mission at RFETS would conflict
with DOE commitments to expedite closure of the site by 2006.

While immobilizing all surplus plutonium is analyzed in this SPD EIS,
fabricating all surplus plutonium into MOX fuel is not  a reasonable alternative
and is not analyzed.  As described in response FD323–4, this is due to the
complexity, timing, and cost that would be involved in purifying those
plutonium materials to make them suitable for use in MOX fuel.

ROCKY  MOUNTAIN  PEACE AND JUSTICE CENTER
L EROY MOORE ET AL .
PAGE 4 OF 4
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MD166

SMITH , FRANK  W.
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

MD166–1 MOX Approach

DOE conducted a procurement process to acquire MOX fuel fabrication and
irradiation services.  The selected team, DCS, would design, request a license,
construct, operate, and deactivate the MOX facility as well as irradiate the
MOX fuel in domestic, commercial reactors.  However, these activities are
subject to the completion of the NEPA process.  Because the fuel fabricator
and reactor licensees work closely as a team, it is unlikely that there would be
a problem in accepting the MOX fuel.  Section 4.28 was revised to discuss
the potential environmental impacts of operating Catawba, McGuire, and
North Anna, the reactors that would use the MOX fuel.
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MD171

THE ROCKY  FLATS LOCAL  IMPACTS INITIATIVE
BOB DYER
PAGE 1 OF 1

1

2

MD171–1 Storage and Disposition PEIS and ROD

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s support of the amended Storage and
Disposition PEIS ROD to support the early closure of RFETS.

MD171–2 Transportation

The shipment of nuclear material (e.g., depleted uranium) using commercial
carriers would be the subject of detailed transportation plans in which routes
and specific processing locations would be discussed.  These plans are
coordinated with State, tribal, and local officials.  The shipment of waste
would be in accordance with the decisions reached on the Final Waste
Management Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Managing
Treatment, Storage, and Disposal of Radioactive and Hazardous Waste
(DOE/EIS-0200-F, May 1997) and the WIPP Disposal Phase Final
Supplemental EIS (DOE/EIS-0026-S-2, September 1997) because the waste
types and volumes that would result from surplus plutonium disposition
activities have been included in those environmental reviews.  The
transportation of special nuclear materials is the subject of detailed planning
with DOE’s Transportation Safeguards Division.  The dates and times that
specific transportation routes would be used for special nuclear materials are
classified information; however, the number of shipments that would be
required, by location, has been included in this SPD EIS.  Additional details
are provided in Fissile Materials Disposition Program SST/SGT
Transportation Estimation (SAND98-8244, June 1998), which is available on
the MD Web site at http://www.doe-md.com.


